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By 
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ABSTRACT 


A survey, carried out In southeastern Virginia to identify public opinion 
regarding requirements for future public transportation, was initially 
reported in "Urban Transportation: Perspectives on Mobixity and Choice" 

by the NASA/ASEE 1974 Engineering Systems Design Team. The results 
have been analysed herein to Identify effects of age and income level 
on attitudes ci rtcerning city living and on Importance of various 
characteristics (accessibility, speed, cost, etc.) desired for urban 
transportation systems. 


f*j I. ^ 1 327'>''> T«jf)imTro N *I75- 

HOPS ""O 5»’«;c^T;Tr"T0*I snwV'IY TTMHY (‘lor^olk 

roll,, Vd.) n t7.7«i CSCT. 11*' 

fine I as 

.7 1/^5 42«>9l 


1 


INTRODUCTION 

Spiraling gasoline prices, increasing automobile conges- 
tion, and concomitant pollution have been calatysts in th>? nation's 
search for a viable alternative to the private automobile as a form 
of transportation. A number of solutions have been suggested, one 
of which Includes the development of a more effect' mass trans- 
portation system for urban areas. 

While this may seem a logical answer to n perplexing ques- 
tion, it is evident that a number of obstacles exist. One cannot 
ignore the love affair which the average American has with the car. 

A car in the garage seems to be as American as apple pie. Thir. 
long-time relationship is not easy to change for it has provided 
ample advantages for every problem it has caused. The freedom and 
versatility of nobility accompanied by personal privacy have acted 
as sufficient reinforcements for the continued use of the automobile 
as a prime mode of transportation. 

Mass transportation to date has shown all too little concern 
for the needs of the consumer including those system characteristics 
which are deemed desirable. This present stvdy attempts to partially 


fill this vacuum. 
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TIDEWATER METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION 
SURVEY BACKGROUND 

This questionnaire was sponsored by Che Virginia Metropolitan 
Areas Transportation Study Conu&isslon. The questionnaire was devel- 
oped by Mr. D. William Conner and Mr. Bobby C. Batten at NASA and 
w.ns distributed by the Virginia Metropolitan Study Commission with 
the cooperation of the Tidewater Jaycees. An estimated ten thousand 
surveys were personally delivered to respondents by the Jaycees. Of 
this number, approximately 1,700 were returned. 

Returned questionnaires were scored by the staff of Che computer 

centei ; the University of Virginia under the iirectlon of Dr. Ira 

# 

Jacobsen. These results were later partially evaluated as part of 
the 1974 NASA-ASEE System Design Team Project. Tlie project director 
of this present study was a member of that design team and responsible 
for Che analysis of the questionnaires. A further grant from NASA 
permitted additional study of socio-economic variables associated 
with transportation characteristics. 

Returned questionnaires were scored by the staff of the computer 
center at the University of Virginia under the direction of Dr. Ira 
Jacobsen. The results were evaluated as part of the NASA-ASEE 
System Design Team Project. 

A. DEMOGRAPHIC FAGTORS 

A total of 1,667 questionnaires have been returned, scored, 
and run through the computer. This sample of questionnaires can be 
described according to the following demographic factors: 
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1. Age 

2. Sex 

3. Income 

4. Marital si.atua 

5. Occupation 

6. Education 

7. Automobile license 

8. Own auto 

9. Day or night work schedule 

1 . 

The mean average age for this sample is 41.2 years with 
a median age of 39.73 (std.-lO-S yrs). Age distributioo 
Is as follows: 


TABLE I 


Age Distribution 

1-10 

11-20 

21-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

ei-'^o 

71-80 

81- 


In Percentages 

.1 

8.1 

33.2 

23.7 

18.0 

11.6 

4.0 

1.2 

.1 


2. Sex : 

More males than females completed VMASC questionnaire 
with 1,052 males returning the forms as compared with 
597 females while 17 respondents were undecided!!! 

3. Income ; 

Table II presents percentage breakdown of respondents 
In different Income levels. The $i0,000-$19,000 income 
bracket contains the most frequently chosen Income range. 


TABLE II 


Incow Distribution In Percentages 


Under 10,000* 25.2 

10.000- 19,000 36.7 

20.000- 29,000 17.7 

30.000- 39,000 6.8 

40.000- 7.1 

Blank 6.4 


Marital Statua : 

Seventy-one percent of the population were married aa 
opposed to twenty percent who were single. Six percent 
were supporting dependents (separated, divorced, widowed) 
while 1.6 percent chose to leave this question unanswered. 
Primary Occupation ; 

The sample drawn by the Jaycees appears to be a composition 
of two major occupational levels, professional and managerial 
with these two groups representing over 60 percent of the 
respondents. Considering the group membership of the Jaycees 
these demographic characteristics of the sample pop”'*«Mon 
are not surprising. Table III presents a further breakdown 
of the sample Into different occupational backgrounds. 


TABLE III 

Occupational Breakdown In Percentages 


Homemaker 

7.7 

Student 

8.6 

Sales 

4.4 

Craftsman 

5.2 

Secretary, Clerical 

7.6 

Professional 

25.0 

Farming, Fishing, Forestry, etc. 

.2 

Manager, Office Executive 

23.8 

Other 

17.5 
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6. Education : 

Alniost fifty-nine percent of the eample had at lease 
some college education and over 13.6 percent had 
advanced college degrees. This is slightly above the 
national average. 

7. Miscellaneous Characteristics ; 

Ninety percent of the population responded "yes” to "Do 

you have an automobile driver's license," while 84 percent 
said they owned a car. Almost 15 percent of the sample 
did not own a car. Only 3.7 percent of the sample 
indicated that they worked at night. 

B. qUESTIONI'AIRE 
1. Attitudes on City Living 

Question 1 measures attitudes towards city living using a 
7-polnt Likert-type scale ranging from "agree very much" to "dis- 
agree very much." The questionnaire lists six characteristics 
associated with city living which are as follows: 

traffic 

good shopping 

pollution 

entertainment, social and cultural opportunities 
noise 

not a safe environment 

TIte respondents were asked to agree or disagree with stateswnts 
regarding each of the above characteristics. 

Table IV presents a summary of responses in percentages 
to each of the six questions. 

Results seem to indicate that respondents h* d no strong 
agreements or disagreements toward statements made in question one. 
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Th« most frequsntly occurring responss (mods) for all subqusstions 
was "agres sons." 

Relatlvsly stronger responses were found for two city 
characteristics. The sample population indicated some consensus 
on pollution as a nonattractant in city living while agreeing with 
the statement that city living offers the advancagss of entertain-’ 
ment and culture. 


TABLE IV 

Characteristics of City Living 


Dls 



Agree 

Very 

Much 

Agree 

Much 

Agree No 

Some Opinion 

Dis- 

agree 

some 

Dis- 

agree 

much 

agree 

Very 

Much 

I dislike city (ur- 
ban) living because 
of traffic 

21.1 

16.6 

29.9 

9.2 

12.0 

5.0 

5.8 

I like city (urban) 
living because of 
the good shopping 

21.5 

23.8 

30.7 

7.6 

9.1 

4.5 

2.8 

I dislike city (ur- 
ban) living because 
of pollution 

24.3 

17.1 

26.6 

14.0 

10.2 

4.1 

3.7 

I like city (urban) 
living because of 
the entertainment » 
social, and cultural 
opportunities 

31.7 

23.8 

25.1 

9.4 

4.8 

2.1 

2.8 

I dislike city (ur- 
b'in) living because 
of noise 

19.9 

15.6 

28.2 

14.4 

12.3 

4.4 

5.1 

I dislike city (ur- 
ban) living because 
It Is not a safe 
environment 

20.7 

13.2 

28.5 

11.8 

15.6 

5.2 

5.1 


Percentage of Respondents In Different Attitude Categories 
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2. Choice of Living Envlronn«nt 
Question No. 2 explores urban versus suburban living pre- 
ferences. It is assumed that, given an adequate mass transportation 
system, individuals would premier to live in more reiKite areas if 
they were still able to enjoy the advantages of city living. About 
sixty percent (62.5%) responded "yes" to this question, while twenty- 
four percent responded "no." 


TABLE V 


3. If you could be provided with a highly desirable public transpor- 
tation system of future design that would meet your requirements, 
would you like to live in an environment removed from the city? 

Yes 62.5% 

No 24.2% 

No opinion 13.3% 


3. Transportation System Characteristics 
Table VI presents the mean ranks and standard deviations 
for each of the transportation system characteristics for all age 
groups and income levels. 
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TABLE VI-A 


Characteristics 

X 

Rank 

Std. 

order 

Easily Accessible 

2.6 

1.8 

1 

Fast 

3.9 

1.9 

3 

Cheap 

4.5 

2.05 

5 

Nodern/attractive/cheap 

4.7 

1.9 

6 

Operated with frequent service 

3.8 

1.9 

3 

Connected to large number of 
points within my region 

4.7 

2.0 

7 

Dependability 

3.5 

2.0 

2 


*" These preferred system charscteriClcs have been broken dovn 
according to income level and age group. Table VI-B presents system 
characteristics according to Income level while Table VI-C presents 
data according co representative age groups. Each table gives the 
mean rank for each characteristic. 


TABL»i: VI-B 


Income Level 



Under 

10,000 

10,000- 

19,999 

20,000- 

29,999 

30 ,000- 
39,999 

40,00(H> 

Characteristics 
Easily Accessible 

• 3.063 

2.528 

2.396 

2.225 

2.396* 

Fast 

4.351 

3.894 

3.756 

3.524 

3.286 

Cheap 

3.731 

4.332 

4.926 

4.802 

6.109 

Modem/Attractive/ 

Clean 

4.838 

4.842 

4.658 

4.452 

3.796 

Operated with 
frequent service 

4.220 

4.842, 

3.532 

3.441 

3.485 

Conne' ed to a 
large number cf 
points within my 
region 

4.434 

3.909 

4.822 

4.758 

5.100 

Dependable 

2.769 

3.493 

3.409 

3.548 

3.447 


Mean ranks for eyatera characteristics according to Income level 
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I 

3 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 


TABLE VI-C 

Ag« of Respondent 


Characteristics 

11-20 

21-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61-70 

71-80 

Easily Accessible 

3.093 

2.SV 

2.260 

2.404 

2.563 

2.500 

3.460 

Fast 

4.032 

3.966 

3.812 

3.758 

3.785 

3.920 

5.533 

Cheap 

3.738 

4.181 

4.511 

4.884 

5.376 

3.960 

3.113 

Modem/Attrectlve/ 

Cheap 

4.471 

4.b03 

4.926 

4.550 

4.375 

3.725 

4.467 

Operated with 

frequent service 

Connected to a 
large number of 
points within my 

4.314 

3.989 

3.793 

3.735 

3.164 

4.451 

5.333 

region 

4.295 

4.469 

4.692 

4.842 

5.084 

5.708 

5.267 


Dependable 3.832 3.626 3.324 3.319 3.263 4.320 4.601 

Mean rank for ays tea characteristics according to age 

''Accessibility** Defined 
The results found in Table VII indicate that transportation 
system characteristics were relatively nondiscriminating Items in 
terms of the sample population's choices. It is interesting to note 
that accessibility was ranked higher than cheapness. A similar 
statement can also be aade for dependability, indicating that the 
potential consumer values accessibility and dependability over cost 

t 

factors. 

Although the results found in Tab's VII indicate that trans- 
portation system characteristics were relatively nondiscriminating 


I 
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lt«a> of tho samplo population's cholcost it lo Interesting that 
accasalblllty was ranked higher than econony. A similar statement 
can also be made for dependability. Indicating that the potential 
consuswr values accessibility and dependability over cost factors. 

Table VI Indicated that accessibility was ranked by the 
sample population as the most Isiportant characteristic of mass 
transportation. Question number five asked the respondent to 
Indicate his definition of "accessibility." Table Vll presents 
a susmiary of responses to this question. 


TABLE Vll-A 

PercentsRe of Responses to Question on Accessibility 
1 mean one of the following as the maximum acceptable when I 
describe public transportation as easily accessible: 


4 miles from home (auto parking 

available) and 3 blocks from sork ....13.72 

3 miles from home (auto parking 

available) and 3 blocks from work 6.32 

2 miles from home (auto parking 

available) and 3 blocks from work ....28.22 

No opinion 13.82 

None of the above — I mea n m iles 

from home and blocks from work 35.82 


Twenty-eight percent defined "accessibility" as public 
transportation which Is two miles, from home and three blocks from 
work, while thirty-five percent held opinions which were not Included 
on this questionnaire. A random sample of this thirty percent 
Indicated a definition of less than two miles from home and three 


blocks from work. 
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Acc«salblllt; waa parcalvad diffarantly at varloua incoaa 
lavals aa Indlcatad In Tabla Vll-B. Tabla VII-C praaenta raaponsaa 
to quaatlon fiva according to dlffarant aga groupa. 


TABLE VII-B 

Incoma Laval 



Undar 

10,000 

10,000- 

19,999 

20,000- 

29,999 

30,000- 

39,999 

40,000^ 

4 mllaa from homo 

.2Z 

14. SZ 

9.2Z 

16. 8Z 

14. 3Z 

3 mllaa from homa 

10. 2Z 

6.0Z 

6.8Z 

4.4Z 

10. 9Z 

2 mllaa from homa 

19. 8Z 

27. IZ 

28. SZ 

27.4Z 

28. 6Z 

No opinion 

19. 8Z • 

12. 6Z 

10. 2 Z 

8.8Z 

10. 9Z 

Nona of abova 

26. 7Z 

32. 5Z 

38. 6Z 

38. IZ 

28. 6Z 


TABLE VIl-C 

Aga of Raapondant 



11-20 

21-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61-70 

71-80 

4 mllaa from homo 

10. 7Z 

14. 9Z 

10. 7Z 

IIZ 

13. 4Z 

1.5Z 

5.3Z 

3 mllaa from homa 

9.2Z 

6.3Z 

6.3Z 

5.2Z 

3.7Z 

10. 8Z 

5.3Z 

2 mllaa from homa 

13Z 

29. 5Z 

27. 7Z 

22. 7Z 

24. IZ 

33. IZ 

5.3Z 

No opinion 

53. 4Z 

13. 8Z 

13. 6Z 

10. OZ 

11. 8Z 

9.1Z 

10 .9Z 

Nona of abova 

12. 9Z 

35. 4Z 

47. 4Z 

41. 2Z 

34. 2Z 

49. 4Z 

74Z 
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lUsulta suggest that accessibility as defined according 
to geographic proximity is related, at least in part, to both income 
level and age of respondent. Nineteen percent of the respondents 
with incomes under ten thousand dollars chose to define an accessible 
mass transportation system as one which was no sore than two siilea 
from home and brought the comuter to within three blocks of his work 
environment. This nineteen percent can be compared with 28. 6Z of 
the respondents with incomes above $A0,000 who chose the same 
operational definition of accessibility. One could conclude that 
as income level increases there is a concomitant rise jn system 
deund. 

One finds a similar trend with age levels. As the age of 
the respon increased, there was a greater need for a mass trans- 
portation system which was close to both the living and work areas. 

In the 61-70 and 71-80 age levels vs find this particularly pro- 
nounced. This trend is reasonable when one considers the decreased 
motoric ability which all too often accompanies age. 

5. "Fast*' Defined 

Speed was slso perceived by the sample population as a 
relatively important characteristic of an effective public trans- 
portation system. 

Transportation was described as fast most frequently as twenty 
minutes to work and twenty minutes to major entertainment, shopping, 
and social facilities. Table VIII presents a percentage breakdown 
of responses to each category. It is interesting to note that the 
overall response to question 6 Indicates that the average respondent 
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•xpACts an adaquata mass transportation ayatea to provlda tha same 
advanta. affordad by tha pdvate autOBobila. 


TABLE VIII-A 

Parcantaga of Reaponaa to Question 6 
Whan X daacriba transportation oa fast , I mean one of tha following 


as accaptabla t 

30>45 mlrutas to work 5.4Z 

30-43 minutes to work and 30-43 minutes 
to major entertainment, shopping, 

and social facilities 6.2Z 

3J minutes to work....' 3.0Z 

30 minutes to work and 30 minutes to 
major entertainment, shopping, and 
social facilities 13. IZ 

23 minutes to work 3.7Z 

23 minutes to work and 23 minutes to 
siajor entercalnment, shopping, and 
social facilities 9.9Z 

20 minutes to work 6.9Z 

20 minutes to work and 20 minutes to 
siajor entertalnswnt, shopping, and 
social facilities 21. 3Z 

13 Bilnutes to work... 6.2Z 

13 minutes to work and 13 minutes to 
major entertainment, shopping, and 
social facilities... '. 17. 4Z 

None of the above— 1 mean .4.7Z 
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TABLE V’ I-B 

Whan I dascrlba cranaportation as fast . I naan ona of tha following 


as acceptsblat 



Income 

Laval 



Under 

10.000 

10.000- 

19,999 

20,000- 

29,999 

30,000- 

39,999 

40,0004> 

30-45 Blnut«a 
to work 

6.0Z 

4.15 

4.7Z 

6.2Z 

5.9Z 

30-45 mlnutas to 
work and 30-45 
siinutas to major 
cnrartalnnant. 
shopping, and 
social facllitlaa 

6.2Z 

6.0Z 

4.4Z 

6.2Z 

5.9Z 

30 mlnutas to 
wc»’k 

2.9Z 

4.2Z 

7.5Z 

5.3Z 

6.7Z 

30 mlnutas to 
work and 30 mlnutas 
to major entertain- 
ment. shopping, and 
social facllltlea 

1 

6.2Z 

14. IZ 

5.6Z 

16. 8Z 

13. 4Z 

25 minutes to 
work 

3.3Z 

1.6Z 

3.7Z 

5.3Z 

1.7Z 

25 minutes to 
work and 25 min- 
utes to major 
entertainment, 
shopping and 
social facilities 

18. IZ 

9.5Z 

11. 9Z 

9.7Z 

9.2Z 

20 minutes to 
work 

6.7Z 

7.7Z 

7.5Z 

6.2Z 

5.6Z 

20 minutes to 
work and 20 
minutes to 
major entertain- 
ment, shopping, 
and social 
facilities 

9.0Z 

• 

20. 9Z 

17. 6Z 

24. 8Z 

22. 7Z 

15 minutes to 
work 

7.4Z 

5.9Z 

5.1Z 

6.2Z 

2.5Z 


IS mlnutM to 
work and IS 
mlnutas to 
major entartaln- 


ment, shopping, 
and social 
facilities 

1S.2Z 

16.0% 

16.3% 

7.1% 

IA.3% 

Nona of the 

abovs^I mean 

11. 3Z 

9.9% 

S.7% 

11.2% 

11.7% 



TABLE VIII-C 


When I daacrlb* transportation as 

fast. 

I mean 

one of 

the following 

as accaptablet 

11-20 

21-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61-70 

30-45 Binutas to work 

3.9Z 

3.9Z 

3.1Z 

4.5Z 

9.4Z 

7.7Z 

30-45 mlnutas to work and 
30-45 minutes to major entar- 
tainBent» shopping, and 
social facllltlas 7.6Z 

6.2Z 

5.5Z 

6.8Z 

8.6Z 

1.5Z 

30 mlnutas to work 

1.5Z 

3.5Z 

5.2Z 

8.2Z 

).2Z 

15. 4Z 

!X) mlnutas to work and 
30 mlnutb'v to major antar- 
talnmant, shopping, and 
social facilities 

3.8Z 

B\2X 

15. 9Z 

14. IZ 

15. OZ 

4.6Z 

25 minutes to work 

6.9Z 

3Z 

3.4Z 

2.4Z 

2.7Z 

6.2Z 

25 minutes to work and 
25 minutes to major enter- 
tainment, shopping, and 
social facilities 

.8Z 

9.7Z 

8.4Z 

10. 3Z 

8.0Z 

9.2Z 

20 minutes to work 

9.2Z 

7.1Z 

5.5Z 

5.5Z 

6.4Z 

9.2Z 

20 minutes to work and 
20 minutes to major enter- 
tainment, shopping, anc 
social facilities 

5.3 k' 

21. 3Z 

20. 4Z 

19. 6Z 

22. 8Z 

4.6Z 

15 minutes to work 

16. OZ 

6.7Z 

6.8Z 

4.1Z 

3.2Z 

1.5Z 

15 minutes to work iand 
15 minutes to major enter- 
tainment, shopping, and 
social facilities 

8.4Z 

18. IZ 

13. :z 

13. 4Z 

11. 2Z 

7.7Z 

None of the above— 1 mean 

29. OZ 

12. 4Z 

13. 8Z 

5.8Z 

3.7Z 

40. 9Z 


I 


I 
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Data praaantad In Tables VIll-B and VIII-C suggests that 
incoBS level and age are not significant factors in the perception of 
speed as a system characteristic. Each age and income group perceive 
similar needs in a mass transportation in relationship to speed. 

6. “Econ o my” Def i ned 

While economy was not ranked as a relatively important system 
characteristic, there was a general consensus on the part of over half 
the respondents on agrseing that an economical system should chargs less 
than the operating costs of a private vehicle. Only twenty-six per- 
cent of the sample population who responded to this question felt that 
public transportation should be as expensive or more expensive then the 
out-of-pocket automobile cost. Table IX gives responses in percentages 
to Question 7. 

TABLE IX 

When I describe public transportation as cheap within my living and 
working region, I mean one of the following: 

Cost slightly more than out-of-pocket expense 


for the operation of private auto 5.8Z 

Cost equal to out-of-pocket expense for the 

operation of private auto 12.9% 


Cost equal to out-of-pocket expense for the 

operation of private auto plus parking expense. .. .9. AZ 

Cost less than out-of-pocket expense for the 


operation of private auto A0.5Z 

Cost greatly less than out-of-pocket expense 

fAr the operation of private quto 2A.5Z 

No opinion 6.9Z 


f 


I 

1 

J 

i 

J 

j 

J 

1 

J 

J 

1 

1 

J 

J 

J 

J 

Ik 

J 

J 


1 
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A randoB aaeiple of quastionnalrca indicate* that tha oodcl 
aatlmat* of coat la approximately $1.50 par day (aa indicated In 
quaatlon 8). Consequently, one can assum* that the potential con- 
sumer of mass transportation is looking for a system which will 
fall below this cost level on a dally basis. 


TABLE IX-B 

When I describe public transportation as cheap within my living 
and working region, 1 mean one of the following: 


Income Level 



Under 

10,000 

10,000- 

19,999 

20,000- 

29,999 

30,000- 

39,999 

40,000-f 

Cost slightly inore 
than out-of-pocket 
expense for the 
operation of 
private auto 

* 

4.6Z 

4.9Z 

S.8Z 

6.2Z 

26. IZ 

Cost equal to out- 
ou-pockeC expense 
for the operation 
of private auto 

6.7Z 

11. 6Z 

16. 6Z 

IS.OZ 

2.5Z 

Cost equal to out- 
of-pocket expense 
for the operation 
of private auto plus 
parking expense 33. 6Z 

41Z 

40. OZ 

34. 5Z 

26. 9Z 

Cost less than out- 
of-pocket expense 
for the operation 
of private auto 

26. 9Z 

23. OZ 

a 

17. 6Z 

21. 2Z 

6.7Z 

Cost greatly less 
than out-of-pocket 
expense for the 
operation of 
private auto 

10. OZ 

• 

4.6Z' 

4.1Z 

7.1Z 


No opinion 

12. 6Z 

S.6Z 

4.1Z 

6.2Z 

5.9Z 
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TABLE XI-C 


Ag« Croup 



11-20 

21-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61-70 

Cost slightly more 
than out*^f-pocket 
expense for the 
operation of 
private euto 

C.IZ 

25. 4Z 

5.SZ 

6.9Z 

5.9Z 

9.2Z 

Cost equal to out- 
of-pocket expense 
for the opeietlon 
of private auto 

4.6X 

3.0Z 

13. 3Z 

13. 4Z 

14. 4Z 

15. 4Z 

Cost equal to out- 
of-pocket expense 
for the operation 
of private auto 
plua parking 
expense 

13. 7X, 

26. 5Z 

8.4Z 

8.1Z 

11. 8Z 

7.7Z 

Cost less than out- 
of-pocket expense 
for the operation 
of private auto 

38. 2Z 

31. 9Z 

37. IZ 

33. 3Z 

33. 2Z 

24. 6Z 

Cost greatly less 
than out-of-pocket 
expense for the 
operation of 
private auto 

26. 2Z 

6.2Z 

21. 9Z 

21. 6Z 

21. 4Z 

23.1Z 

No opinion 

8.4Z 

14. 2Z 

13. IZ 

16. 6Z 

13. 3Z 

16. 9Z 


D.ita presented In Tables IX-B anti IX-C suggests that the 
acceptable cost of mass transportation is more closely related to 
Income level than age. Ai« one might predict, as one's Income level 
Increases, the cost of mass transportation whllh Is tolerable also 


Increases 
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7. OthT Transportation Char«ctTl»tic« D«tlo>d 

Table X presents percentages of responses to questions 9, 

10, and 11. Resulta indicated little general agreement on what 
cor.stleutes frequent service. TVrenty-six percent chose a 30-minuCe 
delay between buses as sufficiently frequent, while twenty-seven 
percent would be satisfied with no more than a 15-mlnute wait be- 
tween acheduled service. 

Regular service was defined by fifty-five percent of the 
aaaaple population aa meaning regular service between the hours of 
6 a.m. and 8 p.m. with less frequent runs through the remainder of 
the night. Thirty-four percent of the sample desired service be- 
yond the hour of midnight. 

The need for infer-modal mass transportation was perceived 
by almost seventy-five percent of the sample population. Forty-three 
percent agreed strongly to the need for connections between city 
buses and airports or intercity train stations. Only seven percent 
disagreed. 


TABLE X 

Vfhen I say frequent service, I mean one of the following as the 
maximum time acceptable: 

30 minutes between acheduled service., .29. IX 


25 minutes between scheduled service... 3.7X 

20 minutes between scheduled service 32. IX 

15 minutes between scheduled service..... 28. 6X 


None of the above — 1 mean 


6.5X 


I 
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To bo of tool voluo to BO, tho public tronsportotloa buoC bo In 
rogulor oonrlcot 

7i00 o.b. to 7:00'p.s. 21. 6X 

6:00 o.b. to 8:00 10. 2X 

6:00 O.B. to 8:00 p.B. with looo runo botvoon 

8:00 p.B. ond 12:00 Bidnlght ....21.5Z 

6:00 O.B. to 8:00 p.B. with less runs betwoon 
8:00 p.B. and midnight plus sobs runs betwoon 
Bidnlght and 6:00 o.b 36. 7Z 

No opinion.... 5.3Z 

None of tho obovo ....4.4X 


Tho typo trsnsportotlon ouggootod would oloo hovo to connect 
directly with: mojor and re'glonol olrporto, ond Intercity troln 

ond bus stotlons. 

Agree very much 46. IZ 

Agree much 14. 3Z 

Agree some * ...20.2Z 

No opinion 12. 4Z 

Dlsogree sobs 3.5Z 

Dlsogree juch .......1.2Z 

Dlsogree very much 2.2Z 

8. Public Tronoportotlon Use In Future 
Fifty-eight percett responded to question twelve offlrao- 
tlvely reqordlng public transportation use. Twelve percent of the 
sample Indicated little perceived une of future public transporta- 
tion systems. 


t 
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TABLE XI 

Futuf Ma«« Tranwportatlon Us«» 

tf a public transportation system of the future was provided that 
met ay requirements, I would leave «<v car In my litBcdlste home area. 


Nearly all the time 22. OX 

Host of the time 23. 9X 

Much of the time 19. 3X 

Soma of the time ....18.SZ 

No opinion 4.BZ 

Very little of the t'lsie ..6.9Z 

Never 4.6Z 


9. Current Use Statistics 

Table XII presents the percentage of the sample which 
currently usea public transportation. Six percent of the sample 
currently uses public transportation to work while 80 percent uaes 
the private auto. 


TABLE XII 

Do you currently use a private auto or public transportation aa 


your transportation to work? 

Private auto 60. 3Z 

Pibllc Transportation 5.8Z 

Blank 13. 7Z 
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This qutttlonnalrt Is Sfi tffort by tht Virginia Matro Areas 
Study COMinlsslon to obtain Information from the public to bt 
used In planning and designing future transportation systems 
for Virginia. The goal Is to Identify your needs and desires 
so they can be better satisfied by future systems. This ef- 
fort Is Intended primarily to better define the factors Im- 
portant to traveler's selection either of public transporta- 
tion, or of Ms own vehicle for trips within the region. 

We would like only your first Impression on each question and 
you need not answer any questions that offend you. 

Thank you very much for your help and cooperation. 


Coord Inaead and dlatribucad by Tldawacar area Jaycaaa cbaptara In ceeparaklem 
j with Viralnla Macro Araaa Study Commlaaloo. 

DACKfiRCH NO IHFORMATIOW ! 

^1. Age Zip Code 2. Seat O Malt O Female 

^3. Approximate yearly household Income (before taxes): 


1 

1 


4. 


1 


CZD Under $10,000 
\ I $30,000 - $39,999 ' 


I 1 $10,000 - $19,999 

I i $40,000 or more 


l_J $20,000 - $29,999 


Marital Status*: 

I I Sinaia I i MarrIed I i Not presently married, but supporting dependents 



frlmary occupation: (check one) 


1 

1 


1 I Homemaker 
[ 1 student 

L I Sales 


I j craftsman. Mechanic 

I i Secretary. Clerical 

Professional 


I i Farmlno. Fishing, Forestry, etc. 

( i Manager. Official, Executive 

I J Other 


] 


6. Education:. (Check your highest level of achievement) 

I I Some high school t I Some college 

I i Hlqh school graduate 


I I Colleqe graduate 
, 7 . Do you have an automobile drivers license CD Yes 

^8. Do you own an autcmcblle? □ Yes 

4 • 

I 9. Are you working on a day or night scheduleT □ ov 


* I j Advanced college degrees 


□ no 

□ no 

□ Night 




Agrt« 
Vtry Nuch 


No 

Disagree 

Disagree 

Disagree 

Opinion 

Some 

Much 

Very Nuch 


* City (ur- 

ba'n) living b«c«ut« 
of traffic 


I like city (urban) 
living becautt of 
the good shopping 


1 dislike city (ur- 
ban) living because 
of pollution 


I like city (urban) 
living because of 
the entertalnnent, 
social* and cultural 
opportunities 


I dislike city (ur- 
ban] living because 
of noise 


I dislike city (ur- 
ban) living because 
It Is not a safe 
environment 




J 

I 

I 


3. If you could be provided with a highly desirable public transporUtlon system of future d 
sign that would meet your regulrements* would you like to live In an environment removed 
from the city? ^ 


i! 


Yes 

No 

No opinion 


I 
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» 


I 


J 

i 

I 



!■ 




Picas# rank th# following list of transportation tystam charactarlstics at to tha Importanca 
to you. In tha boxat providad. placa tha manbars Idantifying your ordar of prafarenca. 

Your Ranking 

0 Easily accastibit I J 

0 Fast J 

0 Cheap ‘ * 1 

0 Hode<^n/attract1va/c1aan 
0 Operated with frequent service 
0 Connected to large number of points within iQf region 
0 Dependability 

0 Some other feature known to you _______________ 


I mean one of tha following as tha maximum acceptable whan 1 describe public transports* 
tion as easily accessible: 


1 


4 miles from home (auto parking available) and 3 blocks from work 
3 miles from home (auto parking available) and 3 blocks from work 
2 miles from home (auto parking available) and 3 blocks from work 
No opinion 

None of tha above - X mean miles from home and blocks from work 


When I describe transportation as fast . I mean one of tha following as acceptable : 


n 

n 

II 

11 

II 


30*45 minutes to work 

30-45 minutes to work and 30*45 minutes to major entertainment, shopping, and social 
facilities 

30 minutes to work 

30 minutes to work and 30 minutes to major entertainment, shopping, and social 
facilities 

25 minutes to work 

25 minutes to work and 25 minutes to major entertainment, shopping, and social 
facilities 

20 minutes to work 

20 minutes to- work and 20 minutes to major entertainment, shopping, and social 
facilities 

15 minutes to work 

15 minutes to work and 15 minutes to major •entertainment, shopping, and social 
facilities 

None of the above - I mean 


When I describe public transportation as cheap within my living and working region, I mean 
one of the following: 

Cost slightly more than out-of-the-pocket expense for the operation of private auto 

Cost equal tc out-of-pocket expense for the operation of private auto 

Cost equal to out-of-pocket expense for the operation of private auto pluf parkino cost 

Cost less than out-of-pocket expense for the operation of private auto 

Cost greatly less than out-of-pocket expense for the operation of private auto 

No opinion 

Approximately What does it cost you to travel to and from work with yeor auto ^ 



plus 


for parking.. 


f 




. When 1 $§y frtqwtnt s«nr1c«, I n»«n ont of tho fellowinf os tho Mxliwi flat occopUMot 

30 Mlnuttt bttwMfi ftchtdultd ttrvlet 
2S ninuttt bttwttn schtdultd torvico 
20 mlfMJttt b«tw*M scHtdulfd torvict 
IS Mimittt b«tw«*fi scbtdu^td ttrvlet 
Hon# of th# tbovo - I •#•»» . 


lOt To bo of rtol voluo to lao* tb# public trtnsportotlofi amtt bo In rtpular ttfvicot 

0 

( ) 7:00 o.a. to 7:00 p.a. 

I 1 6:00 t.a. to 8:00 p.a. 

' I 6:00 to 8:00 p.«.» with Itti runt botMton 8:00 p.a. and 12:00 nidnfght 
i ) 6:00 a.w. to 8:00 p.a.. with lots runt batwaon 6:00 p.a. and atdnight plut toaw 
runt batwaan Midnight and 6:00 

1 ) No opinion 
) Nona of tha abovo 


11. The typa trantportatlon tuggattad would alto havo to connact diroctly witht aajor and 
regional airports, and Intorclty train- and bus-stations. . 




Aqraa vary nuch 
Aqrea much 
Agree toaia 
No opinion 
DItagraa tom# 
Oltagraa much 
DItagraa vary much 


12. If a public transportation systaa of tho futuro was providod that Mt ^y rogulnaants, 
1 would laava n\y car In BQf Inmadlato hoaM aroa. 

( Nearly all tha tint 

I Host of tha tima 
Much of tha tima 
I Soma of tha time 
No opinion 

Very little of tho time 
Hevar 


13. What do you currently ostinata as tho t1'*o ro^jlrod for you to travol frea hoa# to warkt 


14, Do you currently use a private auto or public transportation as your transportation to Mrkf 

i . Private auto 
) Public transportation 

• ^ 

How many alias do you travel to work ? 




IS. 
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